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_ _ In' this ‘hvestigation” of group problem solving in

small groups, performance on a tower-building ‘task was studied in

.- same—-seX triads of- 141 third grade children exposed to four

1nstruct;pnal conditions, each cons;stlng "of three phases of six
trials each. Instructional conditions were either determinate (i.e.,
individualistic or contrient reward structures) or lndetermlnate
(f.e:;, undesiganated or no rewards). in Phase One and Three of the
task, triad members were equally rewarded (i.e., promotive reward
. structure) . .In Phase Two members received rewards according to
different instructional conditions. Four measures of group
performance were obtained. Two-factor multivariate analyses.of
variance wvere . conducted, with repeated measures om Phase Two. Results
of this study and e reanalysis of a previous study indicate that
~discrepancy -scores ‘between most and least contributing group members
increased over time regardless of the instructional condition to
which the group was exposed. In regard to 1ndeterm1nate conditioms, -
the change from promotive tJ no reward contingencies ‘resulted 'in the
maintenance of cooperatlve strategles. Change from promotive to.
undesignated reward contingencies resulted in a shift to
individualistic performances. Generally, the children 1nterpreted
-current task demands in terms of curremt goals, and transitions
between cooperatlon, competition, and 1ndlvlﬁuallzatlon were
.. ®mmediate. Further research into the 1nteractlon of contextual ¥
.~ factors and 1mmed1ate goal structures is recommended. (Author/RH) .
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During the f1rst and thi&d phases all’groups recexved promot1ve 1nstruc-
- ) , /-‘_,-/4"" . - H w s
- - . tioms' (equal rewards given to each part1c1pant) Durlng the second : SR
. / a »,
L . : . o
' ‘ phase trlads received/one of four t**es of 1nstruct1bns V’ind1v1dua11st1c_y»7f/
: . - /,4./ P e >y - ‘\ ’ N . -
) T (rewards allocated/proport1onate to ind1v1dua1 perférmance);'contrlent ,
‘ —'/ . oL E
S (w1nner take all), go teward’ (all rewards suspended), unde51gnated ' x
. . - /, N %h.‘ :
- (partlcipants told that rewards would be allocated but nog, to‘whom) '
’ Performance under the no reward cond1t1on resembled performaneﬁ/uf ’
Ay ' b -
stand/;d promotive instruct1ons while performance under the undeslgnated
3 - . .’ v
. / A
‘ conditlon resembled that under standard ind1V1dualzst1c\instructions. .
- - /' . v N 4 ‘/.’ LI -
: This d1fferent1at10n is d1scussed 1n relation to the 1mmedlate exper1menta1 :
o S Yo /o
RPN icOnteit (cooperabively oriented) and the Iargerﬂcontext of tn= :hool. .
- f o (1nd1v1duallst1cally orrerted) There was. no carryover of-~second phase
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to the problem “according to Deutsch (19&9 1962 '1968), may be'carried

o~

- .'theirﬁown goals only if,other grpup members fail to'reaqp theirs.

~ . ’ E) .. ‘1

s . . - N
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Group problém solv1ng has ‘been’ deflned as’ "common action “takenTto"

~ \ N

attEmpt to satlsfy common 1nterests emerging from common problems" (Kelly

.« v

& Thibault 1960 P-2). - In studylng groblem solving in small groups>

* -
' . -

then one studres the socxal processes “which ar1se from the 1nterdepen—

. - ' g

-dencies among the group members,‘ Each member must take iato eccount R
: . . - . e
‘the activxtles of the other, and the outcome w111 be a product of the
. u ( 4 ' ] ‘
interaction among the acx1vzt1es of 1nd1v1dua1 membprs. The‘solution .7

o e, e -

< Lo
T T .

rout Cooperatlvely, or. notfjgependlng on-how the 1nd1v1dua1 members o

~ .

" perceive their goals to be interrelatéd:f In.e group operating under . °

; o

[

a promptive interdependent -goal structure, in@iv}d&al members believe

~
i

-
.

their'fespectivp'goér attainments‘to bé'positively correlated. Under ° '

b

*a contrient 1nterdependent goal structure gTroup members perceive a
“

negatlve correlatlon among their goal attalnments, they can achleve‘
-

. . N
- o - - v

{ ) '

£
k%3 N ~7 -

‘Einally, under an 1nd1V1dua118t1c goal structure, 'goal a*talnmcnt by

.

otner groop members is percelved as unrelateo to ome *s own goal acHieve- .
-

. - * v s
2 L, RS N .o

ment. Thus, it is throdgh knowledge and utlllzatlon of group goals tha

-~ s -

1nd1V1dua1 members effectlvely coordlnate and strdteglcally p‘an their

a
§ o

l ~ s - . L

g-oalem solving behaxlor% L _ : N

’ & B . ®

The f1rst ob1ect1ve of'the pre’sent 1nw=5tigat1on was to resolve>

B . e

an 1ssue ra1sed in recent f¢S€¢r’P 0“ Sequent1al goal <t*uctures. In °

-~ - .
- -

' ¢ .
two studies (French, Brownerl Gra“laﬂo & Hartup, 19775 Sherif, Hnrvey,

. =l PR .
S B N - - . ’
White, Hood, .& Sherif, 1961),.ex,osurc 0 promotive or, 1nd1vldual stik
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structures was found to alter the competitxve atmosphere ensulng from .

q
L a conttient experience. Under such "shift' conditions, however, group
< . . . ' . ¢

. "performance did not reach the same levels as.under conti&:bus promotive oF
. 1 . - Ay

i o g e e -

¥ N ~
‘ . - .
- .

- ~or individualistic goal structures (ﬁrench et al., 1977) Two explana-~- -
. N ‘ - _ R -4

.‘tiqns for these results-can be offere¢; First, when goal structures

.
2

-

are employed seqpentially, there is the possibilityathat negative

s

« transfer occurs, as evidenced by interference in the establishmgit of

_ successgve strategies and roles. Goldberg and Maccoby (1965)'found
N . 3 . : - )

’ : S .
that, in a group problem solvirg situation,-children require a certain

’ . amount of time to establish both appropriate task strategies and optimal

.

o intérpersonal beaavior. Unless the shift groups accomodate immediately -

’\\ e upon presentatlon of a dlfferent goal structure establzshed strategLes

- N .
o
-

=0 - and roles may be util1zed)under the new goal structure w1th less than S

- -~ N

T _} . optlmum results. - Alternat1ve1y, the fa11ure of the shift grogps to -

. ) u . )
- reach the same performance 1evels as the‘contlnuous groups may be a o
> . - . )

‘

{ . . . — - . . L . LN 7 . . .
der1vat1ve of "the experzmentay.desxgn, The shlft groups received . .

" N . . : N .. - AN h . \
 only half»as maay totat :rials under*the promotive condrtzon as d1d
’ * ., 1] ) a\ < .

o

T " the groups that erperlenced the Cont1nuously promotrve goal st ctures.

v

el AT -
.. For performance to have reacbed opt1mum leVels these groups may have ’ .
A requxred a certain amount of txhe to practlce utder cond1tlons promotzng
? NS coOperation. A research de31gn)yas used in the.present study that ’

a - ~

- permlts a cholce betueenvthese two hypotheses concernrrg the sequent1a1 T

y o .
>

- a

v

ot - % . ,
BN ' ~ . _ N . . . e
effects. - . R T S :
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- . A second obgectrve‘was to_examlneﬁan additional source of variance -
i ! ~ . ot 0 e - ¥
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" ) 1n chlldrenﬂs performance in small groups _“bhgfclarity of the informatiomn,
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are confronted by cHxldren, both w1th1n and outs1de the educatlonal

concernxng the 1nterdependenc1es among group members. In Deutsch s

~ -

N -
v .

-_frasework; the gercelved interdependenge among group members motivates _f-

aefines the individual s effortS' thus - the clapitv of the goal

'l R .

structure 1s essential to effective group actlvity.ﬂ Yet many situat1ons

. X . -

[ 4 B

system, id wh1ch goal structures are dbt exc1u31ve1y and- exp11c1t1y

te
- Fl
° N - . . .

: specified as promotive,;indiv;duelistic, or contrient. " How “do children

ERIC A

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

«

interpret'ﬁnclear feedbackt,ena how are these interpretetions reflected

v ) 4 "’ * ° b R - ’ _' ) .
-in. group uerforhance? R S T
- . ' " : c
Two t)pes of 1ndeterminate goal structures can be ‘cited as theoret-\ -

) .
N -
. . "o

1cally relevant. Flrst, unclear structures are\created when no feedback B
. 13 )

“ . ‘ . 3 - .

lS prOV1deé\to group members on’ whxch to base Judgments conceéhzng inter-

.

L] bw ~ \ .
. CA
dependence« .Second .such goal structuxes emerge when thé 1nstructlons S

s \_ . D N - s

uperfrclally to give. spec1r1c information regardxng the 1nterdepen~

P

dencles among group memners,nout whxch actually prov1de random, confllctlng,

1 .\ .. . . . -~ l. o
or ambiguous‘informatibn (e.g., some members‘are given rewaras forr§2rform-

. « .

A . . - . . N ‘
ance, but no one knows“who‘the rec1pients‘are).-“$uch clrcumstances,cans

N -
N e -

‘best “be descr1bed as creatzng nnspecmfzed or. undesugnated goal structures.
i 4

._sr,

« 1 -

It was hypothe51zed that ia- the abSence of spec1f1c reedback

.
“

- - .
. < N L) N >

chlldren nevertheless construct 1nterpretatlons of the soc131 31tuat10n

. . -
8 e . -

‘apon which they base their problem‘solving actiVities. It was further'

hypothesized that theSe interpretations are the productzof an'interaction
~, N -

,-,' - - 4 ¢ - : .

between the clarity of feedback regarding 1nterdependence and the contextual
> - 7. . N ¥ \ PPN

J

[

c . ' p ®
information available to. the childred for judging\yhether'copperation or
. U . . . ’ PN . LT ., . - .
competition would be ‘the more’ appropriate course of actionm Ln\the.51tuatq<¥:
w oo .o ) ) ~ - - v e s \ = *
; = - ) io ) ® N “ 2
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o in'wh1ch phey flnd themselveST"Deutst“(IQKS)”stapeS“thet*the”éeEiéfod“J

y L .to coopegate or not is based on the "effective attractiveness" of cooper-

~ . atriomn as compared to the perceived alternatives; that attractivehess,
: : X

) L " in turn-Aas a function of the des1rab111;y of the alternatives and the -

-
'S

.-.‘subjective probability that ad alternative will lead to-syccess. Johnson

- -

.+ .. & Johnson (1975) add that childten's perceptions of the, available alterne-
,'.,,ll _‘,.. [ . s

. tives will depend on,the1* past”’ experzence& as well as on’ their- percept;ons - -
N N i )
of constraints within the immediete'situation. Based op this reasoningy/

: - 'several predictions were! made concerning the effects<of environmert%L T
:‘~ . N . . : N ‘\' i . * . - ¢ .

¥ ) . K !
. context on children's use of agbigumous goal structures. _ ‘ &

L .. t . . N
" ’ A ‘é ' . \ - . - .
« L * . . . - . -
B o R Whenechildrenﬂ§ork under-a promotive goal sfructure and the

4

" feedback about their interdependence is discontinued (no goal stnuctu;e%;» .

\{" o . . o v B o) .
. ;f;ghey will continue in the immediately g{eceding interactive mode: -~ a;/// .
. SR & : S s \ o K
. ¢ least until they receive contrary‘feedback._ Given a positiye an /Q
: a-cl - \ ’ B 2] 7; ’ .
successful experxence-ln the 1n1t1al promotive 1n\eract10n, the most - .
. F- . . » -

A o a:tracq;ve alternative for the group membere-will be to maintain the R

. : ‘ - . .
. K . .- . ¢ f
. ) ! e, CENEEEN . . -~ ¢

- cooperagtive inte%dependence already- established. o : ';

3 ] . N A ™

- ' - 2. When, following a promotlve goal*structure contingencies for _—

! f
. . g - - f _v Ld
oo J;' nhxwldual success and 1nt€rdependence becgne amblguous (althougb : T
. Q [ k4 - -~

(V5 ‘ - ’

specified), children'must.appeal to a‘highe: order pr more'stable source -

A oo | .

_ . ' of information to assist in~their“interpretation of‘fhe-%ituation. In o,
¢ * ] ‘ . \.
- + this instgnce, the cond1b1ons leading t6 .task success are dlfflcult for

~ o
.. . '.

- 'T ", group hembers to apprehend.f}Hence, it is predicted'tpat chil&gen will .
- M . .b - - : - -
> f“ try to’ interpret ssuch s;tuéeioné in light-of lqngerzter%, ﬁore»éeliable_
) e;éerie;cee (e.g., those within the school or other problem solving
H R o ) v : L ' . -
' : ?'sitda%ibnsﬂ insofar as Eheéé;enviroh@eh:s qonfain~élements similarféo S

- . <
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the experzmental condztlons. Assumlng that these longer term soc1a1 .

S, SN SRR . S r e ot s am

contexts are mainly indxvidualzst1c or contr1ent as. Johnson and Johnson .

(1975) and Bryan (1975)'be1ieye to~be the case in American schools, ‘then

N * K- .

'_coﬁpetitive strategies'would-be expected to émque_in ambiguous feedback

-

situatidns.
' . B Method : B AR
- - . \ e R ) . ’\
Sub jects were 78 third grade males and 63 ;hird grade femalés AN
\ { .o

oy

(mean age approx1mate1y 9-years) from two Subquau St Paul Mznnesota,

" public schools. Chxldren were randomly aSS1gned to 47 same-sex tf1ads, -
- .with'the-restriction thai children withio a single triad were drawn from
b T d1fferent‘classrooms. -Triads were chen randomly asszgned to one of = .
! . e \
N - four‘goal structures . (Phase I1): a) 1nd1v1dualzst1c, ) consflent,
T c? 'undesignatedt.d)' none. --', . ‘t { : N

- A toggr(bE}ldiﬁg_task was adapted from Goldbe}g énd‘Maccoby (1§65).

\-

i -} Children.in-each triad yere asked to build a tower collectively with
s, I3 . 3 . L

. ' 7.6 cm3 colored wooden blocks. Since the tower:buiIQing task requires E

» .
- . ’

coordxnated performance’ for success (e €., towers fall 1f buzltwunevenl
\ Y

~ 3

or_bumped), it was felt that the task was approprzate for studyxng $mall

.
) - - .

grouptinteractlon. Noreover;~prev1ous 1nvest1gators (French et. "al.,
o
4977 Grazzano French Brownell, % Hartup, 1976; Jensen & Moore, 1976) &

-

. : T &y
‘ * “have successfully utilized thls task to assess both competztzveness ahd
. % A v .. . o s

cooptrat in children'é gFoups. s . ‘ . .

~ r = . » . - r ~
s
- a 4 -

. 3 PR TR .. .
. & “The e_ erxnent was carrxed out in lg*ge claﬁg?ooms in which three
o LN . _

. toyer—buiiding Stations,were arranged.’ Each station consisted of an .ot
e ! - . ) ”
’ : ' equilateral triangle (approximately 30.5 cm on a side) apd three

: v B . LT T SR _
B . . . ; ) - v

(R
%
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‘ adjaqent squares, Chlldren were. each assigned to a square with a set

4 .

Y

of 10 uniquely colored blocks. The tower$ were built inside the triangle,
- . . . ) ) L3 . . .
while the blocks were located in the square. Three triads; one at each
' - . BN
station played the game simultaneously, these triads were assigned

\l

=

to the same exﬁerlmental conditlon to minimlze confusion and tr;ad -to-

» .
- N . : 1

ST . triad interference. . © s . : : “

’
‘

.

-~ 2 - - ) :
3‘ _ ‘phases of six trials each. 1In Phase I, all triads operated under a

.‘.

. , ) - s
promotive goal structure. In Phase II, triads were exposed {fo one of
< e s R . .
' four goal.structures, two oflwnich_were indeterminate. During Phase

: ~ . t 3 o ' -
-~ III, adil Eriads-returned to a promog;ve goal structure. At.the end of
: & a
4 " each tr1a1 tokens were awardeq\on ‘the-basis of the number of blocks

on the completed-tower. If the tower fell over before the blocks could

\

. . A
-be ‘counted, no tokens were awarded.

~ ' Phase I. In'the promotive conditlon,’each'triad_member'received _
- 4 -) - - )
. the number of tokens cbrrespo;alng to one-third the total blocks-on the -
: - PR 3 ' y
»group's tower; each member of the ‘group this received_an equivalent
-,”{ reﬁde'oaBEd onlrhe verformtnce of the group as.a whole. . o Ly
. : -

w0 lPhase I1. i. Individualisric condition. 'Each child received omne

‘ token for'each of his or her own blocks contributed to thé tower.

- * o~

IR 2. Contrient condition.” The single triad member who had individ-

ually contributed the greatest number “of Blocks to the tower was aﬁgioed
kel . .

o

£ ‘ .
tokens equivalent to the number of his or her own blocks placed; the ° .
. . ' ' vt
> _other two triad members received nothing. No tokens were awarded in .
. v’ - > - '\
the event \f a tie in this condition. : l .
\.1 : . : A L]

‘* i . o ) N ) ST ‘ - . 9 “. . ‘ )
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3. Undesignated condition. The children were told "not everyquy
. - . \

wIll receive chips every time now," and that the experimenter would -

;_f Y I . . . - i . . e

“"have to look in her special book to see who gets chips." All children

[y

were informed that the experimenter would record the number of tokenms,
- 4 . .

won gfter'each trial and dispense tﬁem-ag the end of the period. . Follow~ -

n -

~ ing each trial, the experimenter pretended to write down the number of .

“the number of 1nd1v1dua1 contributxons to F. . .

. -

tokens each child had accumulated during that trial, and one of three

forms of feedback was given

a) "That ‘time, some ‘of you got\some chips, but - not’all of‘you."

béf(:;;;;’::;e\nonngf you got "an éh1ps. ‘ )

c) "That time everybody got some hips."

Y

The form of teedback was randomly assigned to each of the six trlals

~
-

before the session began. Tnus,‘there wasfno association between ‘the- . °

L)

particular form of feedback received and the status of the tower or
. R N
b o -,-’ . \

- - \
4, ’NQ reward condition. The chxldren recexved no reward tokens

regardless of the status of ;he°f6wer, althoigggghey were told that.

‘the number of blocks ind1v1dua11y c0ntr1buted to the tower would be

counted-nonetﬁé}ess; at the- end J¥ each ;rial they were told the number

" of tlmes that towers fell over and, ‘at the compl/

- ;
.
&, . - . 1_0 . -
. .

of blocks on the cOmpleted'tbwerl ' S T . ;?}f/
. . ,
Phase III. Al triads resumed work under the promotlve goal structure, .

An experlmenter was seated at each statlon who redorded the number

-

étxon of each trial,

¥ [

recorded the, number of blocks on the tower. Followlng the exgh eenth
B : » 3 .

1 .
trial, the children who had participated in the no reward and undesignated
~ . : . ) . >
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L . .
)

‘

o T, _ , : : ,
number of prizes won approximately equivalent for children in all condi- . -

o : N . . ' .
tions. Children who had~accumu1qted‘three'or more tok ‘s after a given .
- . L] - '

trial went to a central table and purchased a prize from 2% assortment

- = . &

)

then given theiy toys in a page;”bag;and escorted to their respective
‘L'l - .. - : ) . -

classyooms. ' ' : .

. « o . ] : 4
Peformance Mea: -- . _ : .
. . A

>

~of ineggensive tovs. ,Eachﬂpriig cost tﬁ;eé tokens. The childrcn'wéré

. +
-

Four measures of group performance were obtained. In each case,,

o Ny Lo - < - °
. the triad was the unit of . gnalysis rather than the individual. =
1. Blocks. For each triaa, the nﬁmberléf blocks placed on cdﬁ-

3

' " . ’ . . 4 " -
pleted towers was ‘averaged across .the <ix trials within each phase. -

- .

1

2. ngls. ‘For each triad, the numbe- of times the tower fell .\\

over during a given trial was averaged across the six trials-in each
phase._ : - . o '
. : N N

.
-

3. Alternations. An alternation consisted of a sequence of blacks
. . . . .
which comprised successive p.ecemsnt by each of the tRree triad members

=N

“in turn, indicated >y .ne block zach of thethree-colors (red,.brown,

I

.and veliow) posﬁfigped adjacently. Al:ernations could be overlapping; -

thus it was possible for a siagle bicck to be countedﬂas‘part of, three
. ) . e -
succeeding alternations. The altérgatiohs score was the‘r%tio of the
number of obse%ved alternations divided by\the‘numger oglpossible alter-
. - S 3 : .
nations iﬁ:eéch trial giveq,the_ﬁeight of_each tower. This sccrejcquld

[ ] -

range from 0 to 1, with a seore of 1 indicégiﬁg that the children in a
triad cqnsistenfly,tqok turns ‘placing blocks. The score was.averégéa

. ¢
- ,

o R I i

. . P : -
—— _
conditio?g in Phase‘II were awarded six tokens each, to.mak;\ths\i?tal
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- elementary schools for number of blocks placéd on the completed towers, A

o

. . ’ \/
aliaan s mmm e i e e e mm—m taan e e e e ————— e et v i o
. . w w - ;

. across ‘the six trials within‘each phase. e

- v . - - N

. 4. Discrepancy. For each .triad, on’each trial, the sum of blocks

A -

for the child with the fewest total blocks was subtrac;ed from the sum - -
~ " o ”~_ . 1 4

B . R P . . . )
of blocks for the child with the most blocks. The score was averaged across,

-

the six trials within edch phase. T \\/’ . .

I’ . . Results . . . é

. .Although there were no significant sex differences on any of the’

- a

. - } o o, :
dependent measures, there was a sxgnxflcant difference betwéen the two "

o -

ol
/~¥E§I’31) = 17. 744)2 < 901 preSumably because tge testing room in one .
.. school #as carpeted while the other was oo;.» The data for s¢hools werel -/

/ . LA - . - . ~

IR e I s
combined nonetheless in subsequent analyses §1ncé?the,d1fference between

- - »
-

schools was not conceptually important. Moreover, increasing the error
O i - . T

term by combining the data ffom the two schools biases the statistical

" .
. . . . .

tests ln fagorvof the nulL\szdEheSis,;mak%ng a Type 1 effor even .less oo
likely at'conveébional alpﬂa levels. . ¢ ' , C . -

>

The dependent varxaoles used in this study were 51gn1f1cantly

- e -

o~

intercoqrela:cd with one another, (See Table 1). For this reasomn, a e

.2 ;- i ~_ \‘ . V
- _‘ . . a - . . S --. . =
Insert Table 1 about here - S . -

1 S 1 -
two-factor (goal. structure. x phase) multivartéte analysis .of variance
. L . . ) d'

.

. ) . _-. . s ‘ .
(MANOVA} ‘was coaducted. ~ith repeated mzasures on the secoud factor,

'bha§e. _This analysis revcalcd significant main.effects for phase,
-2(3,164)_= 1o.36, p < .0001, and goal structure, 5(12J109)-=-2;55, o

> .
a . .

.
s » . - . “ . . .

© ) ’ 4 .- * Ce o

-122 | . ,; o -b
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p < +005, as well as a. 51gn1f1cant 1nteract10n effect,-F(Z& 287)

-measures. The flrst factor con51stéd oﬁéghe—goal structures occutrxng

St

there’ drfferences in performance durrng Phase II replicating prev1ous

:Phase II, grven that practzce opportunltzes-under the partrcular goal

subJects for the tHree phases o Blocxs F(Z 86) = 23. 25 2 < 001

. - ',“

. - »
.o .

>3;28“I2_<';0001.. A tQQrﬁactor analy51s of variance (ANOVA) Wlth repeated:

o g < "'\"__L:,
measures on phases was® then conducted foc each of the four dependent

il . .
. N , )
. I N . ., - L : - -

during.Phase II (1 e.,'1ndlv1dua115t1c 'EOntrlent unde51gnated andﬂjﬁ?'-

o ~ . ’ - - -

. o YR
‘.no reward) while the second~con51sted of the three phases (1 €a, 51x-= ~~

s . ‘" > - '

- ~

tr1a1 blocks) Post‘hoc"anaiyses wére'conducted using the Neumaaneuls

.
. . 4-,. . ~

‘procedure, drfferences reported were 51gn1f1cant at a1pha_< .05.

\ T . .
The analyses were directed at, the fol%pw;ng quest;ons:- a) Are

A -

- - . W .

o

‘-'studles LSlng these goal structures (cf., French et al., 1977 Grazlano

- -

.et'al., 1976)? b) Are there dlfferences 1n_Performance between the

-
»

" no reward and unde51gnated goal structures and if so, what is the nature

of.those differences? c) Is. there a carryover effect' namely, is

performance in Phase III differentially affected by_experience,in

- e -

4 r ~ . -

structure were held constant

. -

-
v, - . -
e

~ The univariate analyses reuealed a significant difference—Within e

g Falls, F(2 86) = 25.54, P < .001; Alteraations; 212,86) = 14 01 2 < .001

.' n.

,and Dlscrepancy, F(-,SG) 6 36 B?< 003 (see.Figure i} Post hoc

' ~

=compar1sons indicated that for Blocks and Falis Phase II performance

. -t A BRI
- - < .« ‘.\ . - "
- - ; L i » ~.
- T ' -P “ 2 < ! - 2 ’
, : 5 .. N . AN T
. Sy . - . indetermznate Goal Structure
4 L ~ “ -
o/ ~ v '._
_ .. - - ‘ 10 R
. ~ T . . >
o N F . % - . > d 4 : -
~ N ! g
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exceeded both" Phase I,andfPhase-III W1th no d1f£erence between theklatter’

- Ks

L

‘ ~-
‘two.‘ Although the ma1n effect for phase was 51gn1f1cant fot Alternataons,

. . 1. . ~ : . N

post %oc comparlsons tevealed no signrficant dlfferences between phases

4 = T '7” ‘e
*fOr this measure.-. Dlscrepancy scores on-. the other'hand 1ncreased
- -t p ,

monot0n1ca11y across the three phases, D1screpancy scores in’ Phase\III

- .
3 -
o »' . %

exceeded both Phase I and Phase II scones. - - _ - - . dr

» . - . iV ad N ". g
frThe univar1ate ANOVAS also yxelded S1gn1f1caht dlfferences between <

. - v vo-o

the four goal structures for Blocﬁs F(3 43) 3 AO p <’ 03 and for

L)

Falls, F(3 &3) 9 .57, p< 001 as well as' a slgn1f1cant 1nteractiqn

effect between phase and goal structhre for Blocks, F(6 86) 6 59

~
.

E,<'.001;~Falls F(6 86) "12.35, p < .001; and Alternatlons,,£(6,859
. id {4

.2.55, E.< .025. Post hoc comparisons were carried out withirm each phase

separately (adapted for compar1sons of 1nd1v1dua1 cell means, after Keppel,

1973 p. 244) to reveal” the locus of differences contrlbutlng to. the.

~

:

'~ goal stricture main effect and the interaction effect. ' These are detalled

;belou.

s
’
.~

Phase I’,?Durlng the first six trials, all groups operated under é‘(f

‘V4 -

promotlve goal structure. In orde: to test for differential carryover - g;ﬁtn
L

from experlence under one type o‘ goal structure to performance under

. 8 = . .g‘ \ ‘s

Tea di f erent goal strutture it was crucial‘that no dlfferences'eX1st .

@

-

_between groups 1n the1r respectlve exposure to the initial goal structure.

Post hoc comparisbns revealed no between-groups differences for
the dependent measures within this phase: Thus, prior to Phasé I
each triad received equivalent practice under the promotive g&al struc- . ~

s

ture in-peer interaction, buiiding towers,; establishing roles, and t

IS ) ' . . . g ’
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_ undesignateﬂ condition resulted:in'performance.resembling'act’v

g
'S
~

(indivigualistic \¥&=ﬁ‘.ii-‘contrient M = ;34)..~Ihe noanWard and
t./ . .

undes1gnated goal structures were aLso dlfferentlated both from one

v

another and from the 1nd1v1duallst1c and contr1ent goal structurey ot

b ;

Triads operatino under the no reward condition produced taller towerS’

(M 7 89) than d1d those under the undeslgnated goal structure {M = 6.20), h

and than_those under the ;nd1v;dua1151tc and contrrent.gpal structures.
. - ' A o e R
Triads in the no reward condition also had fewer Falls (M = .28) than’
did those in the individualistic or contrient conditions. Therezggre

- A . -

O < : . - : , . . :
no'significantﬂdifferences in performance ongany dependent measure,’y <

. ‘ N t - L . - " \-f;? Indeterminate Goal Structure
L . -] . . . . « . .
~ -/@_‘%Q‘ .- ° L ' ‘ : " . - i .’ R '412 .
e - e SRR ’ R » .
S . | R S ;‘o T ’ ' .ot ' ?
\é\ ’— “ B '. | . . ) ¢ . )
- S . N ) O .
-, ks ~se1ed§§ng task:gegated strateg1es. ;~ i } T g s
. - _ o . - SN,
k ‘$-5J - Phase,I;._ In this phase each trlad was réquxred to operate under .v'?
. o - . - S ' ' oy \ . -
wy® - -~ one of four goal struatures for.six Successive triaks: a)‘no reward; ' :
. %I ] ’ . ot e ] - . //'. -~ k o ‘-’ - ‘b- . =\ N
a o b) uhdesignated .c) 1nd1v1dual1st1C‘ or d)«contrlent -Triads_operating‘ '_,
' n$ -~ :/’I . - ‘,
R \under xndiV1duallst1c goal structures placed more Blocks (M =5, 47) ' .
. - C . ‘. ’ .
E o and produced taller towers than did‘those Worklng undér co'trlent goal
-~ s
- structures (M 3 07), with fewer towers falllng ovér (1nd1v1dualzst1c B
L g 65 ‘tontrlent 1 65) and more- Alternatlons in. block placement L
- 5”; . - . - -

RS RV

; . . . \.’ Ty e o . . S ~§

between the undes1gnated and 1ndlv1dua11st1c condltlons. The no rewardy

- - .

= e, b | .-- B S
cond E'ggttﬁus_ roduced group outcomes resembl;ng the standard pr0m0t1ve

.ﬂ\‘b

) pattern'(cf.; Freach et &1., 1977; Gr321ano et al., 1976) wi

/
-

S P N - . - v
individualastic; goal sfructures.
/" " As noted above, there was a sigaificant

/ . . . g
s . . < . 1

in stcrepancy»

scores across. phases. While trlads under the contrlent noal structure .

D . -..A- N

indghase IT exhibited a:lower Discrepancy score during that phase relative

C L.
- AN . o - . ’

. - - . A . . o -
PR . . ) . ) - °

XY

B
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& to tbe otherxesmdltlons (ébe Fxgure 1), the1r performance was: not greatly” *~,

W g ‘ : ‘e : .

(T//--A'-"attenuated and the 1nteract10n between goal structure and phase cn this‘?
. ¢ , .

3
P

- .-*@

easure was net 51gn1f1cant. It is E%peclally 1nterest1ng thaé«these

. . - / : 2 1.9. .
goal structures, which produced such strong group dlffarences dur1ng g B

v e R -
ferences on . -

% .

N S
.Phase 'II on the other m asures; produced_no sign1f1cant dif

- - -

o

this one. - B oo ' P TR S -

Is 1ncrea51ng role dlfferentlatldn,f~

Hoﬁ“éenerel is tbis finding?

/ - as indexed By the‘Discrepéncy score, an outcdme of/g}ternatlng goal
Cg
dependent on. cumulatlve

. -

structures, or is it a more 5enera1 phenqnenon,

. - ~ , . o
!

experlence with the task? Data from a prev1ous study were reanalyzed ' )
P ~ N B

& . . ’
N

<L

to provide a partlal answer to this questlon. rScores thalnid in the T /

ndlvxduallstlc condltlons ia ‘the Fremch et .. r

s
S

al. (1977) study were exam1ned to determlne whether Discrepancy

. - P N

7 1ncrease over time under a 51ng1e goal structure and,\1f so, whether the .
: S L

- " ” : -
increase varzes ‘according to the goal structure to whlch the D

’ contlnuous promot1ve “and i

4
scores W

‘ -l

. . degree of

group was exposed. Thls analysls conslsted of a. 2(promot;ve versus 1nd1v1d—

-

uallsrlc goal structures) *x 2(f1rst<six trials.verSus second.six tr1als)
' ANOVA ‘with repeated measures on the second factor._ The.énalysis revealéd

5' . . ) . - (e -. . .
» \\\ _' only a main effect for trlals F(l 24) = 11 35 Pp < 903. 'The Discrepancy

than“during the first

score: was 1arger durlng the second six trlals (M = 1. 39)

;. -

' Qg = 1;25) Thls analysis prov1des Support, then

'

for the present flndlng

‘that Discrepancy scores increasé*over,t1me regardless: of the. .goal struc—.'

-

ture to which a group zs exposed.
e o o
S : .o ‘”hase II]. AlYl groups resumed operat1ons under a promotlve goal

£

* - j. ! Y - . . .
Q . . structure during ?base‘III.. No dlffcrences were found betwgen aéji
‘ )- . L - ‘l. , \ . - ‘%; . : - - 1 8 . A . | . R . - . P . . : & )

: S R W AT | .
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s 'structuke cond1t1ons on any measure 1n thlShphase. Thus there is o
. Coe, i ) / .. .) -
;eVLdéﬁce for ‘a d1fferent1a1 efrect‘of prev1ﬁns experlence Wlth other !
: - . .“ . . o~ / ~ -
‘\. ;goal structures on$Subs§quent performance under_prqmotive conditions.
- ' © * ’ . . N - “ * T . \
L - . -~

. -~

~

.
* .=

e
perhaps experagnce with an 1nterven&ag goal

-

\ 1

- \5 e Aq:analysis‘of~group differences_wifﬁin Phase III'zlone cannot
bl A - e . . .I " - , - - ‘. s Ld e -~ -

'.provide definitive-evidence with respect to the/carry over question: .
. N L.

.

I'd

. T S
structure lowered performance

g/.

unlformly across each of the’ 1ncent1ve conaltlons.. If so no differencb

~ -
. . -

. .

betweenmPhasegl andiPhase II;{
1

N

»

As previously'reported,

.'woild'eXist”between grcups in‘Phase‘III, but_performance WOuld differ

thOugh post hoc.”

Ll

anal*ses revealed no drfferences between Phase I and Phase III on any

. b pe E
. DM - e - 7, . ’
’ H . :w F ,"' . o~ ~ . )

. ) dependent variable excegt the D1scxcpancy score,

'And the Discrepancy -

as already noted;'éeems‘to be a unique dimension of social intér- <
s, K o L T - v - CL
. FA . : i S .

. . . ;o

action, increasing egntinuqusly/with progressive exposure to the task e

.score,
-

.'7’ Co- ‘ o -,, - ) B . . -."\ y /'_/" " * .o o ) . ’ ) B ’ 3
_ "~ regardless of incentive condition. C b e : '

- .. . . - : ’ . ot : ’ o -

L4 . . - - N N N N . L - .

" Discussion

- . - ) - - o . - . CowL
Previous analyses of goal structures as determinants of small .group ’

. S P s o - ,
7 -interactionawere ettended'in the presens studyyto include-indeterminate PRy

o situafions; UhlIe DeutscH S. (1962) theoretlcal analysls was purposely
constralned to 1nc1ude only 1dea112ed sxtuat;ons which do not have

v. [ : ot . .

A ruText provided by Eric =

-

\

e

. ' v ‘ e X L. .. L2
tne.perturbations ?nd c0mp1ex1t1es.of:cooperatlvevand competitive situa-
R A ; T : L

-

/.

- /o
R ,_ . -

/
/

/ : .
of chlldren s groups. oo

. _.-...' v '//" » .
“tions found in everyday life,

»

1

&

"

- < ’ P . ! . . - . o y
‘,in*many.situatpbns does not conform to these 1dea1ized models.

\

b

v

‘The’ goal

the information aﬁailable tojthe individuai.

structures us d in this 1nvestzgatlon represent xarzatlons in constraznts

: or structure that ver1d1ca11} mirror the varlablllty found in the ecology.
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- RESUIts 1nd1chte that the ch . 1dren formulated clear perfoﬁmancs I
= ‘ . . .
o s _ - ) L k _
Ll Cfaﬁegxes i the'se - 1ndetermrnate 51tuat10ns._ WEen ‘told that’ the promot1ve
- . e N v .. - v""-l",v 3 _-. .. - e . .
'’ , EQaIStructure under whach they had been worklng was' to’ be'11fted and > .~ -

- .
- ! . - " N : - -

o

5

A
) hat no goal structure would be in effect subsequently, cooperatlve
P L . - : . ) e .

. 'strategies wérc:maigtained Apparently, the ch11dren contlnued to~peré -a

= . R
- - “o . |
. . R o . . A

*+ ceive tnemselves as pronoflvely 1nterdep&ndent desp1te the termxnatlen g
: . s e £ -'r LI

P s - B ‘ N - RO
of SPECIfIC reward contlngenc1es. When the’ chmldren were told that thete - - °

. .
hd - . . oo- PN .
2

¢
< wa; golng to- be a change in goal structure but- were not given clear o K

° .
1 F - . “

lﬂformatlon aboub the exact nature of ‘the cbange the1r strateg1es shxfted

- Ih this circumstance, pgrfcrmanceaseems to have originated i individualistic

goal Structures._~3 . : h

. . 1 . . . - . .

o
The dlfFerentlatxon observed between these amblgUOus structures

« 0

sﬂggests dlfferent or1g1ns. ‘Interq\scndencles created w1th1n the task

- -

e

\ = ’

. 15591f seem to have carr1aiouerwhen the explicit’ goal structure ceased "

-\ N
- ”

. totallyﬁfi e., when no alternative‘structure~was provided. Of course

~ — . =

oﬂiy Prowotzve goal sgructures were encountered 1nrt1a11v in thzs 1nvest1- o

'are usually perce1ved as p051r1ve, ,"falr,"

= gatlon.‘ slnce such structure

i, ,__

o apd "pleasanf "vwhere contrlent go 1 structures are perce1ved in negatxve . -
.t . VR ‘yr- : e & T
terms, (Brady, NcerM“,~& nartukn \ote 1), it 1s unclear whether 1n1tral '
o , /
,1nterdependenc1es based ‘on, COmDetltlve 8031 b*-"-»fm:es would carry over

* N * M . . [
S - Evcn qo we . conclude: (as a work1ng hypothesg/) - ,

~

in thls same manmer.

.
»

preccdxﬁ%.exper1cnce to the

;Hat Cdrryover from Lhc 1mm€dlafely'

P

s ' reWard eondltIOn is a bcncral rule.
: L '-\.“- . r.o- S
'r"'wj The 1nd1v1dnallst1c strat(v1es esrabrxsncd undﬂr the undcslunatec L

.
¢ -

o . goal Structure cmerned on qome'b331s pthcr thdn the cHildre//s 1mmedlate
- Qo - 2 A C
-_ R 18 -~
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